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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1. 1 14 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
5/8/2007 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The amendment filed on 5/8/2007 has been entered. The amendments to the 
claims overcomes the rejection set forth in the office action mailed on 12/08/2006 based 
upon the Jazz article. 

Response to Arguments 

3. The amendments and arguments filed on 5/8/2007 are persuasive to overcome 
the rejection set forth in the office action mailed on 12/08/2006 based upon the Jazz 
article. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 25 is objected to because of the following informalities: at line 2 "is 
generates" is grammatically incorrect. Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-15, 17, 19, 20, and 24-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1: 

At lines 3 and 4 a "three-dimensional graphics card" is claimed and at lines 16, 
16-17, and 22-23 a "three-dimensional graphics circuit module" is claimed. Thus, 
there seems to be two difference elements regarding "three-dimensional 
graphics". 

At lines 4 and 5 "at least two-dimensional scene graph commands " is claimed 
and at line 6 "at least one two-dimensional scene graph object command " is claimed 
and at line 8 "the at least one two-dimensional scene graph object command " is 
claimed. Differences between the language is underlined. At lines 3-5 an "application 
programming interface" is claimed and at lines 10-12 "generating two-dimensional 
scene graph data in accordance with the receiving the at least one two-dimensional 
scene graph object command". Thus, a clear correlation between the step at lines 3-5 
and the steps at lines 6-12 is missing. 

At lines 16-17 "the central processing unit" lacks antecedent basis in the claim. 

Claim 6: 

At line 3 "the computer screen" lacks antecedent basis in the claim. 
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Dependent claims 2-7, 24, and 25: 

These claims do not correct the issues present in their parent claims. 
Claim 8: 

At lines 26-27 "in accordance with the instructions for interpreting" is claimed 
which seems to be incorrect since the image is rendered in accordance with the results 
of the interpreting rather than the instructions. 

This claim also has the same issues that claim 1 has which has been reproduced 
with changes to line numbers. 

At lines 4 and 5 a "three-dimensional graphics card" is claimed and at lines 17, 
18, and 23-24 a "three-dimensional graphics circuit module" is claimed. Thus, there 
seems to be two difference elements regarding "three-dimensional graphics". 

At lines 5 and 6 "at least two-dimensional scene graph commands " is claimed 
and at line 7 "at least one two-dimensional scene graph object command " is claimed 
and at line 9 "the at least one two-dimensional scene graph object command " is 
claimed. Differences between the language is underlined. At lines 4-6 an "application 
programming interface" is claimed and at lines 11-13 "generating two-dimensional 
scene graph data in accordance with the receiving the at least one two-dimensional 
scene graph object command". Thus, a clear correlation between the step at lines 4-6 
and the steps at lines 7-15 is missing. 

At line 18 "the central processing unit" lacks antecedent basis in the claim. 

Claim 13: 

At line 3 "the computer screen" lacks antecedent basis in the claim. 
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Dependent claims 9-14, 26, and 27: 

These claims do not correct the issues present in their parent claims. 
Claim 15: 

At line 15 a "three-dimensional graphics card" is claimed and at lines 18, 19, 22, 
24, and 26 a "three-dimensional graphics circuit module" is claimed. Thus, there seems 
to be two difference elements regarding "three-dimensional graphics". 

At lines 29 and 30 "the at least one two-dimensional object stored in the local 
memory" lacks antecedent basis in the claim. 

At line 23 "the two-dimensional scene graph" lacks antecedent basis in the claim. 

Claim 17: 

This claim depends upon cancelled claim 16, thus, "the system" and "the radar 
data" lacks antecedent basis in the claim. 

Dependent claims 19, 20, 28, and 29: 
These claims do not correct the issues present in their parent claims. 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

The article by Stephane Conversy and Jean-Daniel Fekete, The svgl toolkit: 
enabling fast rendering of rich 2d graphics, January 2002, Technical Report 02/1/INFO, 
Ecole des Mines de Nantes, 11 pages. 
http://www.lri.fr/~conversy/publications/emn2002.pdf 
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teaches a program svgl that performs the functions of applicants claimed API. The 
article discusses converting with the svgl program a 2D scene graph into an OpengGL 
format and teaches in section 5.0 using a Nvidia GeForce2 GTS GPU. The claimed 
"two-dimensional scene graph data" supplied by svgl corresponds to a display list and it 
is stored at least temporarily in the local memory of the graphics card and clearly the 
local processor on the graphics card processes the stored "two-dimensional scene 
graph data", the article's display list. Sections 3.1, 4.11 Display Lists, 4.12, and 5.1 last 
paragraph discuss display lists but do not discuss where they are stored, however, it is 
known to store the display list in either or both CPU system memory and graphics 
processor local memory. In view of the use of a display list the article teaches the 
claimed "two-dimensional scene graph display command" in order to cause a display list 
to be processed by the Nvidia GPU. 

The article at tomshardware by Thomas Pabst, NVIDIA Strikes Back - The 
GeForce2 Ultra 3D Monster, August 14, 2000 13:00, pages 1-6 
www.tomshardware,com/2000/08/14/nvidia strikes back /index.html 
describes the Nvidia GeForce2 GTS GPU as a 3D GPU and describes placing it on a 
graphics card that has local memory. 
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The article at PCWorld titled Hercules 3D Prophet II GTS 64MB For $100 less, 
the 32MB version of this board is a better value, Thursday, August 03, 2000 12:00 AM 
PDT, pages 1-3 www.pcworld.com/article/17608-1/article.html describes the Nvidia 
GeForce2 GTS GPU as a 3D GPU and describes placing it on a graphics card that has 
local memory. 

Einkauf et al., US Patent No. 5,977,983, teaches storing a display list in the local 
memory of a Graphics Subsystem at column 2 lines 9-13, column 7 lines 52-54, and 
column 9 lines 49-52. 

8. A proper prior art analysis of the claims cannot be made because the metes and 
bounds of the claims are not definite and because the specification does not clarify the 
claims. Thus, a prior art rejection or an indication of allowability cannot be made with 
the currently pending claims. In re Steele, 305 F.2d 859,134 USPQ 292 (CCPA 1962) 
(it is improper to rely on speculative assumptions regarding the meaning of a claim and 
then base a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103 on these assumptions). 

9. However, it should be noted that the article by Stephane Conversy and Jean- 
Daniel Fekete, The svgl toolkit: enabling fast rendering of rich 2d graphics if not alone 
then, in view of Einkauf et al., US Patent No. 5,977,983, teaches storing the svgl display 
list of the article in the Nvidia GeForce2 GTS GPU's local memory used in the article's 
test computer. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeffery A Brier whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7656. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 7:30 to 4:00. If attempts to 
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reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Michael 
Razavi, can be reached at (571) 272-7664. The fax phone Number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/Jeffery A. Brier/ 

Primary Examiner, Division 2628 



